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4-5) and configured to receive the new request from the intelligent switch, the default 
handler processor comprising delegation logic facilitating: associating a request type 
with at least a portion of the new request(Col. 17 lines 19-21), identifying a handler 
processor from a set of specialized handler processors for executing at least the portion 
of the new request based upon the request type (Col. 17 lines 6-8), and issuing a 
message reassigning at least the portion of the new request to the identified handler 
processor (Col. 17 lines 6-24 and 43-49), and at least one bus structure 
communicatively linking the set of specialized handler processors to the intelligent 
switch and request reassignment tracking logic enabling the intelligent switch to route 
message associated with at least the portion of the reassigned request between the 
identified processor and the network interface, thereby facilitating completing at least 
the portion of the new request through communications between the identified handler 
of specialized handler processors and the network interface via the intelligent switch 
without intervention b y the default handler processor (Col. 17 lines lfi-74 and 43-4Q) _.. 

10. With respect to Claim 2, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and further 
teaches a storage server system is linked to the intelligent switch (Col. 4 line 65 to Col. 

5 line 5) via a non-blocking switch (Col. 9 lines 31-34). 

1 1 . With respect to Claim 7, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 2 and further 
teaches the set of specialized handler processors includes a processor facilitating 
transfer of a file stored on the storage server system (Col. 9 lines 13-25). 

1 2. With respect to Claim 9, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 2 and further 
teaches the set of specialized handler processors includes a processor including 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This o ffi ceAc,ion i sinresponse.otheA m an dm entf„ed04/12/04,Paper#4. 

2. Claims 13 and 18 were amended. 

Claims 1 -24 are pending in this Office Action. 
The Objection to the Specification is withdrawn. 
5 The Objection to Claim 1 3 is withdrawn. 

6 . The 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, Rejection of Claim 18 is withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

t t~*i« oc 1 1 c rode not included in this action can 
The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. coae noi 
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be found in a prior Office action. 

8. cairns 1, 2,7, 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being 

anticipated by U.S. Patent 5,978,577 by Rierden et al. (Rierden). _ _ 
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buffer interposed between a data storage facility and the let of specialized handler 
processors, the data retrieval buffer being independently accessible with respect to a 
primary RAM utilized by the default handler processor (Coll 5 lines 2-5). 

20. With respect to Claim 25, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 13 and 
further teaches differentiating a new connection request from a request associated with 
an existing connection, thereby facilitating assigning a first priority to the request 
associated with the existing connection and a second priority to\the new connection 
request (Col. 9 lines 26-31 ). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

21 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

22 Claims 3 and 15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over — 

Rierden in view of U.S. Patent 6,425,059 by Basham et al. (Basham). 

23. With respect to Claim 3, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 2 but does 

— not explicitly disclose the storage server system having memory arranged as a set of 

version controlled partitions. However it is weii known in ihe art that memory can be 
arranged into a set of version controlled partitions as shown by Basham (Col. 4 lines 39- 
42). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to take the system disclosed by Rierden and modify it as indicated 
by Basham with the storage server system comprising memory arranged as a set of 
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handler processor to perform at least a portion of the new request (Col. 17 lines 16-24 
and 43-49) wherein the intelligent switch creates a table entry identifying the request 
and the identified - handler processor to which at least a portion of the new request is 
reassigned (Col. 15 lines 27-39), and executing, by the identified handler processor, at 
least the portion of the new request (Col. 7 lines 65-67 and Col. 16 lines 65-67) wherein 
during executing step the identified handler processor communicates with the network 
interface via the intelligent switch, thereby bypassing the default handler processor 
while executing at least the portion of the new request (Col. 17 lines 40-43). 

16. With respect to Claim 14, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 13 and 
further teaches a storage server system is linked to the intelligent switch (Col. 4 line 65 
to Col. 5 line 5) via a non-blocking switch (Col. 9 lines 31-34), and the executing step 
comprises transferring data from the storage server to the network interface (Col. 17 
lines 46-49). 

17. With respect to C laim 19 , Rierden teaches al l t he limitation s of Claim 14 and 

further teaches within the set of specialized handler processors, a processor facilitating 
transfer of a file stored on the storage server system (Col. 9 lines 13-25). 

1 8. With respect to Claim 21 , Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 14 and 
further teaches within the set of specialized handler processors, a processor including 
functionality facilitating transforming the data within a file prior to transfer (Col. 8 lines 5- 
12). 

1 9. With respect to Claim 24, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 3 and 
further teaches storing data retrieved from a data storage facility in a data retrieval 
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version controlled partitions. One would be motivated to have this as it allows one to 
share data among multiple users without destroying the integrity of the data (Col. 1 lines 
33-36 of Basham.). 

24. With respect to Claim 15, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 14 but does 
not explicitly disclose arranging stored content within the system as a set of version 
controlled partitions. However it is well known in the art that memory that can store 
content can be arranged into a set of version controlled partitions as shown by Basham 
(Col. 4 lines 39-42). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to take the method disclosed by Rierden and modify it as 
indicated by Basham with the step of arranging stored content within the storage server 
system as a set of version controlled partitions. One would be motivated to have this as 
it allows one to share data among multiple users without destroying the integrity of the 
data (Col. 1 lines 33-36 of Basham). 

25. Claims 4 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rierden in view of Basham as applied to claims 3 and 15 above, and further in view of 
U.S. Patent 5,546,558 by Jacobson et al. (Jacobson). 

26. With respect to Claim 4, Rierden in view of Basham teaches all the limitations of 
Claim 3 but does not explicitly disclose incorporating a straddle into a partition. 
However, it is well known in the art that a straddle can be incorporated into a partition to 
facilitate continuous availability of stored data as shown by Jacobson (Col. 8 lines 30- 
39). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to take the system disclosed by Rierden and modify it as indicated 
by Jacobson wherein a straddle is incorporated into a partition, thereby facilitating 
continuous availability of all stored data while a particular partition is relocated within the 
storage server system. One would be motivated to have this as it is desired to have 
continuous data availability in a storage system (Col. 1 lines 30-40 of Jacobson). 

27. With respect to Claim 16, Rierden in view of Basham teaches all the limitations of 
Claim 15 but does not explicitly disclose incorporating a straddle into a partition. 
However, it is well known in the art that a straddle can be incorporated into a partition to 
facilitate continuous availability of stored data as shown by Jacobson (Col. 8 lines 30- 
39). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to take the method disclosed by Rierden and modify it as indicated 
by Jacobson wherein a straddle is incorporated into a partition, thereby facilitating 
continuous availability of all stored data while a particular partition is relocated within the 
storage server system. One would be motivated to have this as it is desired to have 
continuous data availability in a storage system (Col. 1 lines 30-40 of Jacobson). 

28. Claims 5 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rierden in view of U.S. Patent 6,484,186 by Rungta (Rungta). 

29. With respect to Claim 5, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 2 but does 
not explicitly disclose using a bitmap entry to represent a state of a file maintained by 
the storage server system. However it is well known in the art that the state of a file 
maintained in a system can be represented in the form of a bitmap entry as shown by 
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Rungta (Col 1 lines 42-54). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to take the system disclosed by Rierden and modify 
it as indicated by Rungta with a state of a file maintained by the storage server system 
is represented in the form of a bitmap entry and wherein a first bit is associated with a 
creator of new data in the file and a second bit is associated with a deleter of data 
stored in the file. One would be motivated to have this as it allows for internal file 
consistency that needs to be maintained in a system (Col. 1 lines 25-26 of Rungta). 

30. With respect to Claim 17, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 14 but does 
not explicitly disclose using a bitmap entry to represent a state of a file maintained by 
the storage server system. However it i§ well known in the art that the state of a file 
maintained in a system can be represented in the form of a bitmap entry as shown by 
Rungta (Col 1 lines 42-54). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to take the method disclosed by Rierden and modify 
it as indicated by Rungta with the storage server system maintaining a state of a file in 
the form of a bitmap entry and wherein a first bit is associated with a creator of new data 
in the file and a second bit is associated with a deleter of data stored in the file. One 
would be motivated to have this as it allows for internal file consistency that needs to be 
maintained in a system (Col. 1 lines 25-26 of Rungta). 

31. Claims 6, 8, 10, 18, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rierden in view of U.S. Patent 6,374,296 by Lim et al. (Lim). 
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32. With respect to Claim 6, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 2 but does 
not explicitly disclose the use of ATM cells being sent from the non-blocking switch. 
However it is well known in the art that ATM can be used for transfer of data as shown 
by Lim (Col. 6 lines 1-5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to take the system disclosed by Rierden and modify it 
as indicated by Lim with the intelligent switch receiving messages from the non-blocking 
switch in the form of ATM cells. One would be motivated to have this since it is desired 
in implementing networks to use Industry standards such as ATM, Ethernet, and TCP 
(Col. 5 line 65 to Col. 6 line 11). 

33. With respect to Claim 8, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 7 but does 
not explicitly teach the file transfer is in accordance with a TCP named file transfer 
protocol. However, it is well known in the art that files can be transferred using a TCP 
named file transfer protocol as found in the standard ISO protocol suite as shown by 
Lim (Col. 6 lines 6-1 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to take the system disclosed by Rierden and modify it 
as indicated by Lim wherein the file transfer is performed in accordance with a TCP 
named file transfer protocol over an identified connection. One would be motivated to 
have this since it is desired in implementing networks to use Industry standards such as 
ATM, Ethernet, and TCP (Col. 5 line 65 to Col. 6 line 11). 

34. With respect to Claim 10, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 but does 
not explicitly teach the set of specialized handler processors includes a processor 
including computer gateway interface (CGI) functionality. However it is well known in 
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the art that one can include CGI functionality in a specialized handler that will process a 
user request as shown by Lim (Col. 9 lines 10-12). ). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the system 
disclosed by Rierden and modify it as indicated by Lim wherein the set of specialized 
handler processors includes a processor including computer gateway interface (CGI) 
functionality. One would be motivated to have this since CGI functionality is common in 
the web server environment and aids in determining and dynamically processing a 
user's request (Col. 8 line 67 to Col. 9 line 9). 

35. With respect to Claim 18, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 14 but does 
not explicitly disclose the use of ATM cells being sent from the non-blocking switch. 
However it is well known in the art that ATM can be used for transfer of data as shown 
by Lim (Col. 6 lines 1-5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to take the method disclosed by Rierden and modify it 
as indicated by Lim with receiving, by the intelligent switch, a message from the non- 
blocking switch in the form of ATM cells; One would be motivated to have this since it is 
desired in implementing networks to use Industry standards such as ATM, Ethernet, 
and TCP (Col. 5 line 65 to Col. 6 line 1 1 ). 

36. With respect to Claim 20, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 19 but does 
not explicitly teach the file transfer is in accordance with a TCP named file transfer 
protocol. However, it is well known in the art that files can be transferred using a TCP 
named file transfer protocol as found in the standard ISO protocol suite as shown by 
Lim (Col. 6 lines 6-1 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time the invention was made to take the method disclosed by Rierden and modify it 
as indicated by Lim wherein the processor facilitating transfer of a file operates in 
accordance with a TCP named file transfer protocol over an identified connection. One 
would be motivated to have this since it is desired in implementing networks to use 
Industry standards such as ATM, Ethernet, and TCP (Col. 5 line 65 to Col. 6 line 1 1 ). 

37. With respect to Claim 22, Rierden teaches all the limitations of Claim 13 but does 
not explicitly teach the set of specialized handler processors includes a processor 
including computer gateway interface (CGI) functionality. However it is well known in 
the art that one can include CGI functionality in a specialized handler that will process a 
user request as shown by Lim (Col. 9 lines 10-12). ). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the method 
disclosed by Rierden and modify it as indicated by Lim providing, within the set of 
specialized handler processors, a processor including computer gateway interface 
(CGI) functionality. One would be motivated to have this since CGI functionality is 
common in the web server environment and aids in determining and dynamically 
processing a user's request (Col. 8 line 67 to Col. 9 line 9). 

Response to Arguments 

38. Applicants' arguments filed 04/12/04 (Paper #4) have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 
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39. Applicants* argue in regards to Claim 1 - "The Office Action proposes that the 
DDS 150 (in particular the RPC handler executed with the DDS 150 described in 
column 17) incorporates both the recited "intelligent switch" and the "default handler 
processor." However, utilizing this interpretation ofRierden's disclosure proposed by 
the Office Action,' Rierden does not disclose that the recited "bus structure" and "request 
reassignment tracking logic" enable completing subsequent communications between 
the handler processors and the network interface "without intervention by the default 
handler processor." Instead the system disclosed in Rierden appears to require all 
communications to pass through the DDS." 

a. The examiner first notes the Office Action mailed 1 1/12/03 (Paper #3) 
proposes a different interpretation. The Office Action actually proposes a logical 
separation of the RPC handler functionality from the DDS such that the RPC 
handler is the default handler processor and the remaining DDS functionality 
serves as the intelligent switch connected to the network interface. The 
examiner also notes that the claimed subject matter regarding the recited "bus 
structure" and "request reassignment tracking logic" does not enable completing 
subsequent communications between the handler processors and the network 
interface "without intervention by the default handler processor". The claimed 
subject matter states "facilitating completing at least the portion of the new 
request" (from Claim 1), not enabling completion of subsequent communications . 
Furthermore, the examiner gives the limitation "without intervention" a broad 
interpretation based on the dictionary definition of "intervention". Webster's 
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Dictionary defines "intervention" as coming in or between so as to modify or 
hinder. In the "pass through" mode taught by Reirdon, the identified handler 
processes at least a portion of the new request and the results are sent from the 
identified handler to be passed through the DDS without additional processing or 
disturbance to the results (Col. 9 lines 22-25, Col. 17 lines 46-49, and Col. 18 
lines 35-39). The examiner interprets this "pass through" to mean "without 
intervention". As such, the "bus structure" and "request reassignment tracking 
logic" taught by Reirdon, enable facilitating completing at least the portion of the 
new request "without intervention by the default handler processor". 

40. Applicants argue in regards to Claim 13 - u Rierden does not disclose an 
intelligent switch, bus, and multiprocessor arrangement that would support the recited 
steps including "bypassing the default handler processor while executing at least a 
portion of the new request (carried out by one of the specialized handler processors) - 
as recited in claim 13." 

b. The exact claim limitation of concern from Claim 13 is as follows: 
"executing, by the identified handler processor, at least the portion of the new 
request, wherein during the executing step the identified handler processor 
communicates with the network interface via the intelligent switch; thereby 
bypassing the default handler processor while executing at least the portion of 
the new request." Rierden shows that the identified handler processor executes 
at least the portion of the new request. Specifically, Rierden states the 
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specialized handlers (data servers) execute the RPC's (Col. 7 lines 65-67) which 
are part ofa new request (Col. 16 lines 65-67). After the RPC handler has 
identified the appropriate handler, part of the execution of the RPC requires the 
DDS to communicate with the identified handler to check for and establish a 
connection as needed (Col. 17 lines 40-43). Therefore, Rierden does disclose 
an intelligent switch, bus, and multiprocessor arrangement that would support the 
recited steps including "bypassing the default handler processor while executing 
at least a portion of the new request." 

41. Applicants' argue in regards to claims 2, 7, 9 and 12 and 14, 19, 21 and 24 - 
"Rierden does not disclose a non-blocking switch interposed between a DDS and the 
data servers." 

c. The examiner interprets a non-blocking switch as having the capability of 
providing access to resources without the client having to wait due to 
congestion/traffic at the switch due to a large number of client requests. This is 
one of the problem Rierden addresses (Col. 1 lines 13-50), and the DDS in 
Rierden accesses resources for a multiple concurrent client requests in 
processing large numbers of transactions. Therefore, the examiner interprets 
Rierden to disclose a non-blocking switch interposed between a DDS and the 
data servers. 
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42. Applicants argue in regards to Claims 1 1 and 23 - "Applicants respectfully 
request identification of the structure within Rierden corresponding to Applicants recited 
buffer (e.g. SRAM 45) interposed between the data storage facility (e.g., data storage) 
and the specialized processors. No such structure appears to be present. " 

d. The data storage facility described in Rierden, particularly the SQL 
devices (Col. 7 lines 65-67), typically contain a buffer (often called a buffer cache 
or data cache) for storing the most recently retrieved data. Rierden also teaches 
the data server may be composed of a processor and the database (Col. 5 lines 
2-5). The buffer would inherently be interposed between the processor 
(specialized processor) and the database (data storage facility). The examiner 
notes the claimed subject matter does not explicitly indicate an SRAM buffer. 

43. Applicants argue in regards to Claims 3 and 15 - "While, not contending that 
version controlled partitions are new, Applicants respectfully submit that using the 
recited multiprocessor architecture to provide access to such a data storage facility type 
is neither disclosed or suggested in the prior art. " 

e. Reirdon has been cited and discussed as to containing the multiprocessor 
architecture with a data storage facility. Basham suggests the use of version 
controlled partitions for data storage (Col. 4 lines 39-42) and provides motivation 
(Col. 1 lines 33-36) as to why one would use version controlled partitions in a 
data storage facility, such as those in Rierden. Therefore, "using the recited 
multiprocessor architecture to provide access to such a data storage facility type" 
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is disclosed and suggested in the.combination of Rierden and Basham. 
Furthermore, applicants provide only a conclusive statement with no explicit 
reasoning or explanation as to why "using the recited multiprocessor architecture 
to provide access to such a data storage facility type" is not disclosed or 
suggested in the prior art. 

44. Applicants argue in regards to Claims 4 and 1 5 - "Applicants respectfully submit 
that the prior art does not disclose using the recited multiprocessor architecture to 
provide access to a data storage facility that supports incorporating a straddle into 
storage partitions to facilitate copying stored data assets while maintaining the 
availability of the stored asset while the data is being copied to a new location. " 

f. Jacobson specifically teaches a section in memory (a "straddle") is used 
for temporary storage during a refocation data (Col. 8 lines 30-39). The purpose 
is for the continuous availability of the data while this operation is being 
performed (Col. 9 lines 36-44 and Col. 1 lines 30-40). Therefore the combination 
of Rierden, Basham and Jacobson discloses "using the recited multiprocessor 
architecture to provide access to a data storage facility that supports 
incorporating a straddle into storage partitions to facilitate copying stored data 
assets while maintaining the availability of the stored asset while the data is 
being copied to a new location." Furthermore, applicants provide only a 
conclusive statement with no explicit reasoning or explanation as to why this is 
not disclosed in the prior art. 
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45. Applicants argue in regards to Claims 5 and 17 - "Applicants respectfully submit 
that the prior art does not disclose using the recited bit-map entries to represent the 
current state of files within the data storage facility that is accessed via the 
multiprocessor architecture recited in claimed combinations. " 

g. Rungta specifically discloses the use of bit-map entries that represent the 
current state of files within a data storage facility (Col 1 lines 42-54). Therefore 
the combination of Rierden and Rungta discloses using the recited bit-map 
entries to represent the current state of files within the data storage facility that is 
accessed via the recited multiprocessor architecture. Furthermore, applicants 
provide only a conclusive statement with no explicit reasoning or explanation as 
to why this is not disclosed in the prior art. 

46. Applicants argue in regards to Claims 6, 8, 10, 18, 20 and 22 - "Applicants 
respectfully submit that while each of the elements, by themselves, may be known, the 
prior art does not disclose or suggest incorporating the recited elements into a system 
including the multiprocessor architecture recited within each of these claims/' 

h. Applicants provide only a conclusive statement with no explicit reasoning 
or explanation. It is not clear to the examiner exactly what the Applicants are 
arguing in terms of how the cited art is deficient in teachings or suggestions or 
why the proposed rejections are not sufficient in providing obviousness of the 
combination. As such, the examiner cannot fully respond to the argument. 
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Conclusion 



47. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Lazaro whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4868. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on 703-308^6662. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




David Lazaro 
June 18, 2004 



HOSAtN ALAM 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



